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Let me start by saying that I am more in favor of a New Treaty than a Treaty change. 
However before we begin to debate on this topic, I would like to explain why I think we are 
maturing to the moment of a New Treaty. The Committee on Constitutional Affairs is cur-
rently working on two reports where one is looking at the further potential in the current 
treaties and the second one is looking beyond the current treaty.  
 
In the recent years we have seen many reforms, many of them were unprecedented be-
fore and triggered by the crisis. We have developed over time the feeling that the current 
treaties are stretched to the limits and one might also feel that we are introducing these 
changes through the backdoor. In the recent years a parallel method of integration 
emerged based on the coordination of decentralised resources. This parallel method is not 
based on the European law prepared by the Commission through the community method. 
At the same time there are many new policy areas requiring European dimension, where 
migration is a recent addition. The question is weather this parallel integration method is 
sufficient enough to bring results in those extremely difficult and painful policy areas. The 
parallel integration process also raises the issue of European accountability, transparency, 
fairness and participation. All the recent reforms, and the way we did this challenged the 
relationship between the EU and the European citizens. 
 
The second point is, that all the reforms of the recent years left us with a lot of unfinished 
business, especially the economic governance. The challenge is with us to consolidate 
these reforms and integrate them into the treaty in the next two years. For instance the 
Fiscal Compact, but also the European Stability Mechanism. With other reforms we are 
simply half way through, such as the banking union. The consensus is growing that the 
next step of the EMU is the fiscal union. The institutional set up has been evolving sub-
stantially within the current treaties which is very vague on many institutions. European 
Council is a great example of changing the institutions only by practice. The Euro Group is 
only mentioned in the current protocol however it is an extremely powerful institution. We 
need to have a more precise legal framework.  
 
The third point is that a lot can be done even in the framework of the current treaties. For 
an example the position of the President of the European Council and the President of the 
European Commission could be merged simply by the decision of the member states. We 
can move forward with the Commission reform where the first steps towards a smaller 
Commission has been made. We can also use the enhanced cooperation and switch to 
qualified majority vote even within the field of foreign policy or policies where we still re-
quire unanimity such as fishery and agriculture. The Interinstitutional Agreements can be 
better exploited. 
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The euro and non-euro zone division and the challenge created by this differentiated inte-
gration is ignored so far. Introducing a new type of membership for Ukraine and Turkey is 
also an idea on the table. We have to look at the budgetary procedures as we are often 
blocked in the Parliament but also study from a legal point of view the involvement of new 
resources.  
 
As a fourth point we can elaborate on how to move beyond the current treaties towards a 
new treaty. I do not think we can amend here and there, I think we need a new one. I see 
it as a treaty for the euro zone plus that strongly focuses on the euro zone and gives the 
legal personality to the euro zone. The alternative procedures of accepting a new treaty 
are on the table. In general we have to give the opportunity of choice. The proposal of the 
Spinelli Group was that the Commission convenes the Convention and later the Intergov-
ernmental Conference decides upon the conventional recommendations with a certain ma-
jority. And then if 4/5 of the Member States ratify the so called Fundamental Law would 
come into force. Another option is the Penelope Project recommending unanimity in sign-
ing and then ratification only by those who are willing to join. Just as in case of the Fiscal 
Compact the ratification is not mandatory but a minimum amount of ratification is needed. 
This way no small minority can block the others moving forward. And the third idea is the 
two step approach. As a first step a Constitutional document should be created with all the 
principles and values. And then an operational treaty prepared by the conventional proce-
dure. The European Court of Justice and national Constitutional Courts should check the 
coherence of the two treaty to ensure citizens the operational treaty is not going beyond 
the constitutional one.  
 
We are right after the UK elections. We know that some elements of the European integra-
tion are not accepted, but there are basic principles we all have to share if we want to be 
together. There are also leaders today in the EU who do not share these values. But then 
those leaders will have to convince the majority that it is better to stay alone that moving 
together. The world today is again uncertain and if Europe does not stick together the risk 
of going alone is so high that any politician responsible for the future of its nation will think 
twice. 


